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PER CURI AM

Tonmy Ray Robi nson appeal s the district court’s order granting
the Defendants’ notion for judgnment as a matter of law in his
action alleging violations of 42 U.S.C A § 1983 (West Supp. 2001).
We have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion, as
supported by its reasons as stated from the bench, and find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoni ng of the

district court. See Robinson v. Houston, Nos. CA-96-1298- AMD;, CA-

96- 896- AMD; CA-96-1388-AMD (D. M. Sept. 27, 2000).

We deny Robinson’s notion for a transcript at governnent
expense because he has failed to establish grounds for the tran-
script. See 28 U S.C. 8 753(f) (1994). W also deny Robinson’s
notion for appointnent of counsel and di spense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contenti ons are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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